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No. 96-4961

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appell ee,

ver sus

CLARENCE D. COAKLEY,
Def endant - Appell ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the Eastern Dis-
trict of North Carolina, at Raleigh. Terrence W Boyle, District
Judge. (CR-96-26-BO
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Before ERVIN and NI EMEYER, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLIPS, Senior
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Cl arence D. Coakley, Appellant Pro Se. Jane H. Jolly, Assistant
United States Attorney, Raleigh, North Carolina, for Appellee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Following a jury trial, Carence D. Coakl ey was convicted of
one count of conspiracy to possess wwthintent to distribute and to
di stri bute cocai ne and cocai ne base, in violation of 21 U S.C. 8§
846 (1994), and two counts of distribution of cocai ne base, in vio-
lation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(l) (1994). The court sentenced himto
| ife plus 360 nont hs. Proceedi ng pro se, Coakl ey appeal ed, cl ai m ng
that the district court inproperly denied his notionto conpel dis-
covery, that the governnent inproperly w thheld excul patory mat e-

rials in violation of Brady v. Maryland, 373 U S. 83 (1963), and

that he was prosecuted on an invalid indictnment. We find no nerit
to his clainms. Consequently, we affirm

Coakl ey failed to specify any information that was w t hhel d.
The record does not show that the governnent ultimately failed to
provide any of the information Coakley sought in his notion to
conpel, nor does the record support Coakley's claimthat the gov-
ernment withheld Brady materials. Hi s claimthat he was i nproperly
prosecuted upon an indictnent that was not returned by a federal
grand jury also is unsupported by the record.

Consequently, we affirm Coakley's convictions. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presentedinthe materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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